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Validity of Students' Evaluations of Teaching: A Comparison
With Instructor Self Evaluations by Teaching Assistants,
Undergraduate Faculty and Graduate Faculty

Herbert W. Marsh J.U, Overall
University of Southern California California State University,
Dominguez Hills

ABSTRACT ‘

Instructors evaluated the quality of their own teaching and were evaluated by

their students in each of 331 different courses. Student evaluations of teaching
correlated with instructor self evaluations in courses taught by teaching
assistants (r=.46), in undergraduate courses taught by faculty (r=.41), and even

in graduate level courses (r=.39), demonstrating their validity at all levels

of university teaching. Both student ard instructor ratings were reliable, and
separate factor analyses indicated that the same nine evaluation factors (learning/
value, organization, enthusiasm, etc.) underlay both sets of ratings. Furthermore,
student-instructor agreement on each factor was independent of its agreement on
other factors. While correlations between student and instructor ratings

on the same factors were high (median r=.45) correlations petween their ratings

on different factors was low (median r=,00). This argues for the distinctiveness
of the different factors and for the use of multifactor evaluation instruments

that have been developed with the use of factor analytic techniques. These findings
establish the validity of student evaluations at all levels of university teaching,
suggest the possible usefulness of instructor self evaluations, and will help
reassure faculty about the accuracy of the student ratings.
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Validity of Students' Evaluations of Teaching: A Comparison
with Instructor Self Evaluations by Teaching Assistants,
Undergraduate Faculty and Graduate Faculty

Common criticisms of students' evaluations are that they are biased by
variables unrelated to teaching effectiveness and that they lack validity.
However, researchers have reported considerable empirical evidence indicating
that most background variables, including class size, reason for taking the
course, workload, and grade point average, :ire not substantially related to
student ratings (Marsh, 1978; Marsh, Overall & Thomas, 1976; McKeachie, 1973;
Remmers, 1963). In addition to this apparent lack of bias, student ratings have
been validated against a variety of differert criteria. The most common
criterion has been performance on a standardized examination; when different
sections of the same courses are taught by different instructors, the sections
that do best on the standardized examination given to all sections are also the
ones who evaluate their instructors more favorably (Centra, 1977; Cohen &
Berger, 1970; Frey, 1973; Marsh, Fleiner & Thomas, 1975, Overall and Marsh,
1978). Other researchers have successfully validated student ratings against
the ratings of former students (Centra, 1973; Marsh, 1978; Marsh & Overall, 1979).

Validity research such as that described above has generally been 1imited
to a specialized setting or has employed criteria that are unlikely to
convince skeptics. Thus, faculty will continue to question the usefulness
of student ratings until validity criteria applicable across a wide range of
classes is utilized. A criterion that meets this requirement--instructer
slef evaluations of their own teaching--should also be acceptable to most
faculty and administrators. Instructors can be evaluated and evaluate their
own teaching in any instructional context, even graduate level coureses and
courses taught by teaching assistants. Furthermore, instructors can be asked
to evaluate their own teaching along the same dimensions employed in the student
rating form, thereby testing the specific validity of the different rating factors.

In spite of the apparent appeal of instructor self evaluations as a
criterion for validating student ratings, relatively few studies have
considered it. Centra (1973) found correlations of about .20 between faculty
self evaluations and student ratings, but both sets of ratings were collected
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. INSTROCTOR SELF EVALUATIONS 2
atvmidtbrm 13 part of a larjer project that examined tha iapact >f feedback froa

midterm evaluations. Blackhurn and Clack also reportaed correlations of

about .20, but they only asked faculty to rate their teachiny in a qgeneral sense
rather thin to rate theoir teaching in the specific class being evaluated hy
students. In contrast, higher correlations have been reported in three other
investiqations. Dovle and Crichton(1978) fouund a median correlation of .47
between the self ratings of teaching assistants in 10 sections of a

multisection course and the corresponding student ratinys. Webb and Nolan (1955)
reportel 1 correlation of .62 in a military setting in which instructors wvere
not professional teachers. Marsh, Overall, and Kesler (1979) asked reqular
faculty teachiny unlerqraduate courses to evaluate theaselves on the sane

forn that was used by thair stulents. Mean differences between faculty and
student ratings vere small, and separate factor anal yses revealed that the

same set >f evaluation factors underlay hoth sets of ratings. The amedian
correlation between self-ratings and student ratings was .49.

The Marsh, Overall and Kesler (1979) study served as a basis for the
present one. This study, although a replication of the earlier
research, differs in several important aspects. First, the evaluation
instruaent vas expanded to include several newv evaluation factors., Secoad,
the sample size was increased to include 331 courses. Third, courses taught
by teachiny assistants and qraduate level courses were incluied as vell as
underqraduite courses taught by faculty.

The presant study has two purposes. Pirst, it investigatés the validity
of student ratings for three instructional subqroups: courses taught by teaching
assistants, undargraduata courses taught by reqular faculty, and graduate level
courses. Previous researzh has not considered the validity of the ratings
in graduate leval coursss., Second, as a consequence of the larqe number of
courses--a total (£ 331--this study permits a detailed application 6f the
multitrait-sultimethod procedure to test for both converjent and divergent
validity. Convergent validity, which is typically considered, is based
upon the correlation between student and faculty ratings on the same evaluatian

'factor.. "owever, even if ganeral converqgence is demonstrated, this does not
arque for the usefulness of the many different evaluation factors often

<
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eaployed. Some users of student cvaluations --facul ty, nistrators, and

researchars--explicitly or implicitly assume that most of the useful information
is contained in a single overall rating item or in a siaple average dCrJS8S a
number of spacific items. This ignores the divergent or discriminant validity
of the ratings. On the othar hand, the demonstration that student-instructor
Aqreement on any one diumnsion is independent of aqreeaent on other dimesnions
vould deamonstrate the utility of the distinct factors and arque for the

use of factor analytic techniques in the developaent of evaluation instruaents.

MET HODOLOGY

during the acadeaic year 1977-78 student evaluations were collected in
virtually all courses offared in the Division of Social Sciences at the
lniversity of Southern California. Evaluations were administered shortly
bafore the end of the teran, generally by a designated student in the class
or by staff person. Students were told that the evaluations would provide
feelback to instrusztors and would be considered as part of personnel
decisons. The surveys ware comnpleted by an average of 76% of the students
enrollel in each class.

The evaluation instrument (See Appendix I) consisted of 35 evaluation .
items adapted from Hildabrand, Wilson & Dienst (1971) and Marsh, Overall & Thomas
(1976) . The median reliability of indvidual evaluation items--intraclass
correlat’on coefficients based upon sets of responses froa 25 students per
class--sas .88 (See Appendix II). A factor analysis (Se?2 Appgnutx ITI) o>f the
studen* ratings of all undergraduate courses taught by regulai faculty revealed
nine separate evaluation factors. The reliability of the factors, coefficient
alphas, varied from .88 to .97 (See Appendix II).

Instructor self evaluation surveys were sent to all teachers who had been
evaluated by students in at least two different courses during the same teca.
Instuctors were asked to evaluate the effectiveness of their own teaching in

« Yoth courses. These surveys were completed after the end of the term, but
~before summaries of the stulent evaluations wore returned. While participation
'vas voluntary, a cover letter from the Dean of the Division stronqly encouraged
cooperatisn and guaranteed the anonymity of each teacher's response.
Instructors evaluated both courses with a set of items identical to those used

B




. INSTRUCTOR SELF EVALDATIONS 4
by students, except that items were worded in the first person. They
vere specifically instructed to rate their own teaching effectiveness and not to
report how students vould rate them. A total of 181 (78%) surveys were
returnel. Since fazulty had been requested to rate the effectiveness of their
teaching in both classes they taught, self ratings for a total of 331

courses w2re completed--ratings of 183 underqraduate courses caujht by faculty,
45 graduate level courses, and 103 courses taught by teachiny assistants.

Eleven evaluation scores--factor scores representing the nine evaluation
factors and overall ratings of the teacher and the course were used to suamamarize
the stulent ratings and the instructor self ratings. Evaluation factor
scores were weighteld avearages of standardized responses to each evaluation iten.
The veijhts, factor score coefficients, were derived from the factor analysis
descrihed in Appendix III,

In addition to actual evaluation of their own teaching, faculty wvere
asked to express their agreament or disagreement with statements about
student evaluations and other methods of evaluating the effectiveness of their
"teaching. Faculty also rated themselves and the course they taught on selected
backqround variables that have been suggested as potential biases to the student
ratings (e.q., their "cralingy leniency", their "popularity with students",
their parceptions of their studants' subject interest before the start of the
course, ets.). Attitudes and variables faculty felt were likely to bias
the stulent ratings are presented in Appendix VI; the relationship
between both student anl faculty ratings and potentially biasing variables
are presented in Appendix VII.

RESULTS

Faculty Attitudes Towvard Student Ratings.

As part of the study, faculty vere asked to expra2ss their aqreement or
disaqreement with statements concerning student ratings, potantial biases in
stuient ratings, and othar nossible aethods of evaluating the quality of their
teaching (Se2 Table 1). A majority(59X) of the faculty indica*ed that some
measure of teachinjy quality should be given more emphasis in promotional
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decisions. Paculty clearly aqgreed that student ratings were useful to the
faculty themselves as feedback, and a majority even agreed that they should
be made publicly available for students to use in cours: selactisn. Hovever,
they vere more skeptical about the accuracy of the student ratings.
Purthermore, faculty vera even more critical about using classroom visitation
by peers >r faculty self avaluations in promotional decisions, thouqh they were
somevhat more favorable towards the use of colleague examination of course
outiines, reading lists, classroon examinations, etc.

Faculty vere also asked to indicate the items inm a list of "potential
biases" that they believed would actually cause a substantial bias. The most
frequently mentioned wera: Course Difficulty (72%), Grading Leniency--lots of

A's" (68%), Instructor Popularity (63%), and Student Interest in Subiect Before
Taking ourge (62%). It was interesting to note, hovever, that faculty self
evaluations;of their own teachiny and student evalutions of the faculty wvere:

1) both pisitively related to Workload/Difficulty (harder courses were evaluated
more favorably by both), 2) both positively related to faculty self ratings of
theic "popularity with students", 3) both positively relatel to student
prior subject interest, and 4) both uncorrelated with faculty self ratings of
their "qrading leniency". These findings suggest that thre2 of these variables
--workloal, prior subject interest, and instructor popularity--are variables
actually relatel to quality of teaching, since each shows similar T
relationships to two different measures of teaching quality. The fourth $
variable, grading leniency, is apparently unrelated to either quality of

teaching or student ratings of quality of teachiung.

A uilemma clearly exists. Faculty are concerned about teaching
effectiveness, even to the extent of wanting it to play a more important
role in their own promotions. However, many expressed loubts about any
* of the possible measures of teac ing effectiveness that wera sujjested-
including student evaluations. 1In particular, faculty sugqgested a nunmber
of sources of potential bias in the student ratings, even though each of
these potential biases shoved similar relationships to student and faculty
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ratings of teaching effectivenss. Before the potential uysefulness of student
ratings can be realized, faculty and adaministrators have to be convinced

that student ratings are valid and relatively free of bias.

Pactor Analysis

Separate fastor analyses wvere pecformed on student and instructor self
catings of the 15 evaluation itans (See Table 2), to deternine if thLe evaluatio
factors underlying student evaluations were similar to those representing
instructor self evaluations. Both confirmed the nine evaluation
factors that had previously been identified. Each itema, for both
stulent and instructor ratings, loaded highest on the factor it was
designel to measur2. 1loilings for iteas defining each factor were generally
at least .40 ani1 usually exceeded .50. All other loadings were less
than .30 and vere usually less than .20. The siailarity in the two factor
patterns implies that similar dimensions underlie both studant and instructor
ratings of effective teaching. The results of both factor analyses were also
quite similar to rasults of a previous factor analysis performed on the
stulent ratings of all uniergraduate courses taught by faculty (See Appendix
IT) -- including those considered in this study.

D G AR D D i G G D e R SR D s G GRS G WD wb wp G

5everal analvtic techniques are available for tha coaparison of differen:'
factor anilyses, but none have been thoroughly developel (Levine, 1977).
Target anilysis, the rotation of one structure to fit the structure of anosther,
is better suitel to matching one empirical structure to a second theoretical
structure. Purthermore, it forces data--while capitalizing cn chance--to fit
the proposed model, or as suggested by Hurley and Cattell (1962), the
proceduce "lends itself to the brutal feat of making almost any data fit
almost any hypothaesis." An alternative procedure developed by Cattell and
Baqyaley (1960), the saliant variable similarity index, :lassifies loadings into
those that are higher than an arbitrarilly defined substantial loading and
those that are not. This procedure ignores much of the information in the
loadings by converting them into dichotomies. Thus, at least in this appli-
cation, careful selection of the "substantial®™ cutoff would result in "perfect"
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fits for all factor patterns. Levine(1977), amounqg other procedures, suggests
simply correlating the the factor ldadinqs. In the present appli~ation, each
factor pattern (See Table 2) hai 315 factor loadings; each of 35 iteas had
loadings on each of the nina factors. Pactor loadings for the factor analysis
of instructor salf ratinys correlated r = .90 with bhoth the loadings from the
factor anilysis of studant ratings in this study and the previous analysis of
student ratings in all unlerjraduate courses taught by faculty; loadings froa
the tvo factor analyses of student ratings correlated .95 with each other.
These rasults also confirm the similarity of the factor patterns resulting
from student and instructor ratings.

Campbell and Fiske (1959) advocate the assessment of validity by
deternining measures of nore than one trait, each of which is assessed by
more than one method. TIn the present application, the multiple traits are
the nin2 2valuation factors, while the aultiple methods refer to the two
dist inct groups of raters--studants rating their instructor and the xnstructors
rating themselves. Converqgent validity, that which is most typically
determined, is the correlation between the same evaluation factors rated by
two different groups. Discriminant validity refers to the listinctiveness
of each of the evaluation factors. Two different aspects of discriminant
validity are particularly relevant to the present application. The first
examines whether or not stulent-instructor aqreement on each factor is
indepenlent of aqfeement on other factors. PFor example, if a single
"generalized rating factor" underlies both student and instructor
ratings, then agreement on any particular factor might be a function of
agreement on the generalized factor and not have anything to do with the
specific content of the factor being considered. As a Consequence, while
correlations betwean stulent and instructor ratings on the same factors would
be high, so would the correlations between their ratings on different factors.
The seconl aspect of discriminant validity considers the possibility that the
relationship between diffarent factors as rated by the same group of raters is
due to the method of data collection rather than "true" relationships betveen
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the underlying dimensions being considered. The most likely source 2f this
method variance in the present application would be a halo sffact.

convergent and discriminant validity across all courses was determined
by examining the correlation matrices in Table 3. The sorrelations betwesn

different evaluation factors as assessed by the same group of raters are
contained in the two trianqular matcices--ingercorrelations among instructor
self evaluation factors (upper left) and student evaluation factars (lower
tight). The diagonals of these trianqular matrices contain the reliabilities
of the faztors--casfficiant alphas--for each qroup of raters. The square
matrix (lower laft) contiains the correlations between student evaluation
factors and instructor self evaluation factors. The diagonal of the square
matCix (the convergent validity coefficients) contains corralatisns between
the same evaluation factors as assessed by the two different groups. Since
there is unreliability in both the student ratings (median reliability ='.QU)
and particularly the instructor self evaluations (median reliabhility = .82),
the convergant validity coefficients have been corrected for unreliability.
The set of matrices in Table 3, referred to as a multitrait-multimethod matrix,
vas based upon the combinad data of all three sets of Cclasses--those taught at
the graduate and at the undergraduate levels by reqular faculty and those
taught by teaching assistants. Multitrait-multimethod matrices were also
contructed separately for each of the three sets of classes (Seé Appendix 1IVv).

-----------ﬁ-u-_-u--- - u» e

Converqeant validity requires that the diagonal values of the square
matcix be substantially higher than zero. Inspection of Table 3 indicates
that this vas the case for all avaluation factors. Validity coefficients
varied between .17 and .69 (median r=.%5) and all were statistically different
from zero. These finding demonstrate qood support for the convergent validity
of teacher a2valuations. Convergent validity was also determined separately
for each of the three sets of courses (See Appendix IV and Table 4) . The median

11




INSTRUCTOR SELF EVALUATIONS O
convergent validity coefficient vas .41 for faculty-taught undergraduate
cucses, .39 for faculty-taught qgraduate courses, and .46 for undergraduate
level courses taught by teaching assistants. Only four of these 27
validity coefficients--three of the aine validity coeficien%s for yraduate
lavel coursas and one of nine for courses taught by teazhiny assistants-
failed to radach statistizal siganificance. However this--as coapared
to the comhined data in which al) validity coefficients were siqnificant--wus
a function of the reducad sample size rathec than lover validity coefficents;
evecy validity coefficient in each of the sets of classes would have been
statistically significant if based on the same nuaber of cases as in the
coabinel iata.

Diverqgent validity is harder to assess, and Campbell and Fisk(1959)
offer only general quidelines. The aipimal ~ondition is that all corcelations
betwveen different factors rated by the same qroup (off-diagonal correlations in
the trianjulac matrices) aust be substantially lower than the reliabilities
of these faztors, This tasts whether the different evaluation factors as
judged by the same qroup of raters are distinctive. This condition vas clearly
met for instructor self evaluations, and even the moderate intercorrelations
a:onq the student ratings (median r=.33) were much lower than the reliabilities
of these factors (median r = ,94). These sape general conclusions hold when
matrices for each of the three groups of courses were consiiered separately
(See Appendiix IV).

Campbell and Pisk(1959) stated that "various statistical treatmeats f>tr
multitrait-multimethod matrices might be developed, but we feel that such
summary statistics are neither necessary nor'appcopriate at this tine."
Instead, they suggest three genaral quidelines that have more intuitive appeal
than quantitative rigor. While other researchers have atteapted to develop
" more rigorous procedures, they have been only partially successful (See Alwin,
1973) and aost applications of the aultitrait-multimethod procedure still cely
on the orqinal guidelines propoused by Campbell and risk(1959).

12
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The first of their quidelines is that each convergent validity
coefficient (diaqgonrals of the square matcix in Table 3) should be lower than tk
any other cuirelation in the same row or column of the square matrix. This
test requires that each of the nine convergent validity coefficients be higher
than any of the 16 corr:lations in the same row or column of the square amatrix.
Par exaaple, the validi:y coefficent for Instructor Euthusiasm vas .54 (.48 if
not corrected for unreliability)., rhis vas higher than any of the eight
correlatians botveen student ratings of Enthusiasm and the sight other
instructor self-rating factors, and vas also higher than any of the eight
correlations betwean instructor self-ratinqgs of Enthusiasm and the eight
other stuient rating fastors. With one minor exception--the Examinations
frading factor failed th2 test in one of 16 comparisons--this quideline
vas met in all cases. Tnspection of the separate nutitrait-multimethod
matrices constructed for each of the three sets of courses also indicates
that this test wvas met with few exceptions. The only evaluation factor that
did not consistently demonstrate diverqgent validity wvas Examinations/Grading;
it consistantly passed this test for only gcaduate level courses taught
by faculty.

Their seconl quileline requires that each convergent validity
coefficient he higher than correlations between that factor and
any other factor assessed by the sanme group of raters. Por example,
the validity coefficient for Enthusiasnm (r = .54) was higher than

any corcelation between student ratings of Enthusiasm and any other student
rating, and wvas higher than the correlation between instructor ratings >f
Enthusiasm and iny other instructor rating. This quideline is the most
stringent, and has several problems when applied to this particular setting.
Its applization iqplicitly assumes that the different factors are truly
unc:rtelatei--anwissulption that seeas unvarranted in this case.

Thorndike (1929) suggests, for example, that there should be little or

Dd true correl)iation between a teacher's intelligence and the quality of his
voice, anl the obtained correlation of .63 betwean ratings of these attributes
clearly suqgests a halo effect. It is not so clear that an instructorts
enthusiasm in teaching a course should be unrelated to student learning in

13



. INSTRUCTOR SELF BEVALUDATIONS 11

the course. Trying to separate halo effect from true ralationships among
the underlying dimensions was further complicated by the fact that

the reliability of the student ratings was consistently higher than the
reliability of the instructor salf ratings. The higher celiabilities of the
stulent ritings vas a function 2f the fact that each student rating vas the mea
response from different stuients, while each faculty self ratinqg vas based
upon the response of only one individual (See Doyle & Crichton, 1978 and
Marsh & Overall, 1979). WNevertheless, if true relationships did exist
between the differeat rating dimensions, then--as a consequence >f the
higher reliabilities alone--correlations among the studant ratinys would

be highar than among instcuctor self ratings.

Convergent validity coefficients were higher than correlations aaosng
instructor self cvaluations, even when corrected for unreliability, for all
but one fictor--Examinations/Grading. However, this sezond Juideline was cnly
partially satisfiel whan validity coefficients vere compared to correlaéions
amon q student rating factors; 23 of 72 comparisons (eight comparisons for each
cf the nine factors) failed this test and most of these were for comparisons
isvaolving the Examinations/Grading and Organization factors. In general, these
conclusions hold when this test is applied separately to each of the three
sets of classes; fallures of this test vere more common in comparisons betweep
validity coefficients ani1 student ratings than in coamparisons involving
instructor self evaluations. Failures for instructor self ratihqs vere
most fraquent with the Examination/frading factor; failures for student
ratings ver2 amost coamon with the Examination/Grading and Organization
factors.

Their third and final quideline is that the pattern of intercorrelations
asouq di fferent factors should be similar in both the trianqular and square
matrices. PFor cxample, there were four correlations between the factors of
Enthusiasm and Learning; the correlations betwveen instructor self evaluatioans o
Enthusiasn and Learning (.29--~upper left trianqular matrix), stulent ratings of
Enthusiasn a1nd instructor ratinys of Learning(.21--belov the diagonal of the
square matrix), instructor ratings of Enthusiasa and student ratings of Learnin
(. 10--3bove the diagonal of ‘the square matrix), and student ratings of Enthus-
iasa and Learning(.45--lower right triangular amatrix). Inspection of Table 3
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reveals that these four correlations wore among the highest in each of the
rospactive sets of correlations. For the nine factors there are 36 pessible
pairs of different factors, and the relationship between ratings of each of
these 36 pairs is represantad by four correlations (e.q9., the four correlations:
batween Fnthusiasm and Learning described above). To test the similarity of ¢t!
Pittern of Correlations amony the different factors, the 36 correlations aaong
the instructor self ratings were correlated vith the corresponding 36
correlations amonq studant ratings. The pattern was quite similar (r = .43,
p< < 01), r1aplying that some of the covariation among factors represents a
true relationship amonqg the underlying dimensions rather than a simple halos
affect.

An alternative approach, based upon aultiple regression was also used
to explore the multitrait-multimethod matrices. 1In the first stage, aultiple
reqression was usel to pradict each instructor rating using the entire set of
nine stulent ratings, anl1 to predict each student rating vith the entire set of
nine instructor rating fastors. For each of these 18 .reqressions, two aspects
were of particular interest: 1) how much variance beyond tkat explained by the
matching variable alone could be accounted for by the entire set of nine
variables, and 2) hov auch of the variance explained by the entire set was
uniquely 1ue to the matzhing variable. The unique contribution was takea to be
the change in multiple R squared (adfusted for the nuaber of variables in the
equation) Jue to the matchiny variable whem it was entered separately as the
last variable in the reqrassion equation. For examnple, instructor ratings of
Enthusiasn alone vere able to explain 23% (before correcting for unreliability)
of the variance in student ratings of Enthusiasa (See Table 5). The entire set
of 9 instructor ratings was able to explain 24% of the variance in student
ratings of enthusiasa--an addition of only 1%. Purthermore, most of the var-
fance that could be explained by the entire set of nine variables was unigjuely
due to the matching variable (18% of the 24%).. Averaged across all nine studen!
rating factors, the matching instructor rating variable alone could eiplain 14"
of the variance in student ratings, while the entire set of nine imstructor
ratings could explain 17XK--an addition of only 3%. Furt hermore, 13% of this 17°
was unijuely due to the matching variable alone. Consequently, little
variance in student ratings that was explained by student-instructor

—
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aqreement on the same factor could be predicted by any of the other eight
instructor rating factors (1% of the 14%).

The results of the first stage of multiple reqression analyses has
iasplications of particular interest to this study. MNost importantly,
vicrtually none of the variance in student ratings that could bhe explained
by instructor ratings on the same factor could be explained by any of the
other instructor ratings; only 1% of the 14X. This finling offers stroag
support for the conclusion that student-instructor agrea2ment on 2ach
particular factor was distinct from agreement on other factors. It also
arques for the importanca of using nmultifactor evaluation instruments that
have been d2velopel with factor analytic techniques.

The second stage in the multiple regression analysis was to predict
each student rating vith the eijht other student ratings and the one
matching instructor rating, and to predict each imstructor rating with the
other eight instructor ratings and the one matching stulent rating. Por
each of these 18 reqgqressions, the unique contribution of tha matching factor
was determined as described in the first stage. This analysis was directed
to the issuz of a halo affest. Specifically, how much variance in student
vatings could be explainzd by the remaining eight student factors, how
much adlitional variance could be explained by the rating of the same variable
by instruztors, and how much of the variance in student ratings that wvas
attribut able to student-instructor agreement on the same factor could also be
explained by other student factors? Averaged acrouss all nine factors for all
courses the other student rating factors explained 39% of the variance and the
matching instructor self-rating uniquely accounted for an additional 8X.
This suggests that there is consideralble covariation among the student
rating factors beyond that which can be explained by either
stulent-instructor agreement on the same rating factors or even the
relaticnship betwe2n eazh student rating factor and the entire set

. of instructor self rating factors (the analysis performed in stage one of

the multiple regression analysis). The same conclusion does not hold for
the instructor self ratings. On the average, covariation among the instructor
self ratings factors accounted for only 10% of the variance within the factors,
and the mitching student rating factor uniquely contributed an additional

16
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12% to the total varianca that could be explained. These findings show that fou
the stulent ratings therz is the possibility of a substantial halo effect,
hut that there is little indication of a halo effect in instructor self
ratings. |

Tha same multiple regression analyses vere performed on each of the
three sets >f classes separately (See Table 5). The findings of each of
these separate analyses vere similar to those reported for all classes.

In each of the three set of classes, student-instructor agresement on the
same evaluation factor was reasonably distinctive from agreement on other
factors, sinl most of the variance in the student ratings that could be
explained by the entire set of instructor ratings was uniquely due to the
student-instructor agre2mant on the same factors. Purthermore, there was
evidence suggesting a halo effect in each set of student ratings, but little
hal> effect in any of the instructor ratings. Covariation aamong student’
ratings for courses taught by teaching assistants was somewvhat lacger than
in other courses, but more of this covariation was explicable in tecas af
covariation among instructor ratings as well.

Across all nipe evaluation factors student-instructor agreement was
qenerally high, but the extent of the agreement did vary considerably. 1In
particular, except for graduate level courses, there was lover ajreement an
the Examinations/Grading factor. Pactor analyses of the student and instructor
ratings (Se2 Table 2) indicated that the dimension was well defined, and its
reliability was comparable to the other factors(See Table 4). Examination of
agreement on individual itens (See Appendix VII) suggests the lack of good
agreenent wvas consistent across each of the three iteas designed to measure
the factor, but wvas particularly marked for the item "mathods of evaluating
student work were fair and appropriate™. the correlation for this itea was
the lowvest of the 35 items and the only one that failed to raach statistical
significance. Purthermore, the difference between mean instructor and mean
stuient rating--instructor ratings were about one-quarter of a cateqory higher
on a five-point response scale--was als> one of largest for any of the 35

17
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individual items. Differences ranged from +0. 37 (higher stulent ratings on the
iteam "Instructo enhancod presentations with the use of humor™) to -0.27 (higher
instructor ratings on the item "methods of evaluating student vork were fair and
appropriate”) ; instructor self ratings were siqgqnificantly higher on 6 items and
siqnificantly lower on 10 itesms.

The lack of jood ajreement on the Examinations/Grading factor is
difficult to interpret. Results of the factor analysis and the factor's
reliability both suggest that the factor is "real", and intuitively it would
seem to be an important aspact of teaching. Pechaps, instructors just have
no basis for assessing the quality of their examinat ions, and the student
ratings miqht be valid even though they do not aqree vwith instructor self
ratings. In fact, other research has shown this factor to be valid vhen
the validity criterion vas objective student learning (Prey, 1973; Overall &
Marsh, 1978) or student iisposition towards further Sstu.y anl application of
the course content(Overall & Marsh, 1978). Hovever, the lack of convergent
validity lemonstrated in this study also has implications for the discussion
of diverqgont validity as well. Each of the quidelines proposed by Campbell
and Pisk (1959) involves a comparison between a convergent validity covfficient
and some other correlation coefficient. If the convergant validity for a
factor is lov, the factor will automatically fail the divergent validity
tests. Any correlation between this factor and other factors will appear to
be halo effect. In particular, coaparisons involving the
Exaninations/3radingy faztors most frequently failed the divergent validity
tests and contributed to the conclusion that there was a halo effect present.
This vas true in spite of the fact that other sources suggest that at least the
student ratings of this factor may be more valid than suggested by the lack of

agreement with instructor self ratings.

In sunmary, several 1ifferent approaches have supported both the convergent
" and at least one aspect of divergent validity of the teacher evaluations.

The converqgent validity of the teacher evaluations--agrzement between student
and instructor ratings on the same factors--was consistantly demonstrated for
each of the nine factors considered across all courses -ombined and within each
of the three sets of courses considered separately. Student-instructor
agreement on the same factor was shown to be independent of agreement on

18
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di £ferent factors and could not be ezplained'in terms of a jeneralired
avaluation factor that was comaoh to both student and instructor ratings,

thus illustrating one aspact of diverqgent validity. The question of a halo
effect, particularly amonj the student ratings, was more complicated. The
similarity of the pattern of relationships amonqg student ratings and the
correspanding pattern among instructor ratings implies that some of the
Covariation among factors represents true relationships among the underlying
dimensions. Part of the elevated correlations among student ratings as
comparel to instructor ratings was a function of the hijher reliabilities

of the stulent ratings. Purthermore, some of the apparent halo 2ffect among
student ratings may also be a function of a lack of validity in the instructor
ratings; particularly with the Examination/Grading factor. However, there vas
still a strong indication that there might also be some halo effect underlying
the stuleat ratings, thoujh probably no: the instructor ratings. The
existence of some halo effect in the student ratings, if it does exist, does not
undaraine either the convergent validity of ihe teacher evaluations osr the
specificity of the student-instructor aqreement on diffarent factors.

-DISCUSSION

Tnstructors evaluated tha effectivenss of their own teaching and vere
evaluated by their studants on the same 35 item evaluation form in a total
of 331 different courses. The study included undergqraduate and qraduate
level courses taught by faculty and undergraduate cours:as tauqhﬁ by
teaching assistants. - In spite of faculty scepticism concerning the validity
of student ratings and their belief that many sources of potential bias do
substantiilly impact the ratings, there was qood student-instructor aqreement.
Separat2 factor analyses of student and instructor self ratings both resulted in
the same set of nine evaluation factors that had been previously identified.
This suqgests that siamilar dimensions underlie both student'and instructor
evalaations. Correlations between students and instructor on the same factors
~ vere generally high (lédian r = .,45) and alvays statistically significant, while
" correlations betveen stulant and instiuctor ratings on l1ifferent factors tended
to be lov (mediin r = .00) and generally did not reach statistical significance.
This arjues for the valility of the ratings in qgeneral, and for the
distinctiveness of the diffarent factors. While the validity coefficients
vere slightly lower for graduate level courses--median r = .39 as opposed to
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+41 and .46 for undergraduate courses taught by faculty and teaching assistants
respectively--the general conclusions based upon the entire set 9f courses wvere
also true for eich of tha three sets of classes considered separately. This
offers 2vidance for the validity of student ratings at all levels of university
teaching. '

Sevaral alternativa approaches vere used to explore both the cunvergent
and diverqgent validity of the teacher evaluations. Convergent validity, that
wvhich is typically determined, refers to the relationship between student and
instructor ratings on the same evaluation factor. The results of the study
offered clear support for the convergent validity of teacher evaluations.

Diverqent or discriminant validity was assessed by seeking the answers
to two related questions. Pirst, is the student-instructor agreament on the
sime evaluation factors specific to that factor, or can it explained in tecas
of 3 qeneralizel aqreement common to all the different factors? .
Second, are the correlations between the different factors as evaluated by
faculty and students indicative of a halo effect, or do they represent true
relationships among the underlying dimsensions? The answver to the first
question sas quite clear; student-instructor agreement on the saae evaluation
factors was specific and distinctive froam other factors. FWhile correlations
betveen student and instructor ratings on the same factors were uniforaly high,
correlations between thair ratings on different fac . ors wvere generally lovw.
Furthermore, virtually none of the variance in student ratings that could be
explained by student-instructor agreaement on the same factors could be explained
by instructor ratings on any of the other eight factors. '

The question of a halo effect was sonevhat more complicated.
Correlations among the lifferent student factors (median r = .33) were
definitely lower than the raliabilities of their ratings (median r = .94),
but were higher than those among instructor self-ratings (median r = .09).
Part of this could be expiained in terms of the lower ra2liability of the
" instructor self ratings (median r = .82), and some of it could be explained
in teras of a true relationship underlying sc.e of the factors
indpendent of the methol of collection. Furthermore, for ratings of
Examinations/Srading in particular, a possible lack of validity in the
instructor ratings would give the appearance of an inflated halo effect in the
stud-~t ratings, even though alternative criteria have supported the validity of
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stndent ratings for this factor. However, the results still suggest that
there wvas at least some halo effect in the student ratings. There wvas
little evidence for any halo effect in the instructor s2lf ratingys.

Three previous studies most cormparable to this investigation raepacted
convergent valility coefficients of .47 (Doyle and Crichton), .62 (Webd aad
Nolan, 195%) anl .49 (Marsh, Overall and Kesler, 1979). Two of these studies
(Doyle & Crichton, 1978; Marsh, Overall & Kesler, 1979) also consdiered the
divarqent vilidity of the teacher evaluations. Doyle and Crichton found little
support for the discriminant validity of the ratings, but their study was based
upon cortelations among only 10 different sections, and they considered ratings
of individual items rather than evaluation factors. Ian the Narsh, Jverall,
and Xesler study, there was good support for hoth the converqent‘validity
and the divergent validity of the student ratings. Tha results of the present
study provile a strong raplication of this previous f£inling. ’

Many researchers (e.q., Whitely & Doyle, 1978; ¥arsh, 1778; Beatty &

Marsh, 1975; Prey, Leonard f/ Beatty, 1975; Pinkbeiner, Lathrop &

Schulerqgec, 1971: Hildebrand, Wilson & Dienst, 1971; Bendig, 1954)

have used factcr analytic techniques to identify distinct dimensions

that unierlie student ratinjys of teaching quality. Fray (1978) racently

arqued for the axistence of two distinct factors which he labeled as

"pedagogizal skill" and "rapport". He demonstrated that his skill factor was

more reliable and more closely related tc obijecti ve student learning, while his

rapnpatt factor was correlated vith class size and expected jrade. While Prey's

study (1978) did not demonstrate that there were only two factors (his factor

factor analysis wvas based uponh only seven items and several of these had

substantiil loadings on both his factors), it convincinjly showed that

different components of the student ratings have quite different meanings.

Overall and NMarsh(1978) alsc found that some evaluation components (e.g.,
"tnstuctor Enthusiasm and Overall Instructor Rating) were more closely related to

objective student learniny, while others (e.g., Learning/Value & Overall CTourse

Rating) wvere more closely related to student disposition towards further study

and application of the course content. Other findings presented in Appendix VII

of the present study shov that for both student and instructor ratings, student

prior subject interest was more highly correlated with Learning/vValue
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than vith other factors. Similarly, course enrollment was highly
correlated vith quility of Group Interaction, but not with other factors (also
see Macrsh, Overill & Kesler, 1979b).

Th? studies above 2ach arque for distinctive interpretations of the

meaning of different stulent evaluation factors. Yet, in spite of this
groving evidence to the contrary, some users of student evaluations~--students,
faculty, administrators, and even researchers--continue to assume that all
the useful information can be obtained from a single rating or simple average
of ratings. The findingys of this study offer dramatic avidence that this
is not so, 1nd arqua for the distinctiveness of the different evaluation
factors. 'Stulent-instrucztor agqreement sn each of the nine evaluation factors
vas independent of their agreement on the other factors. While there vas sonme
evidence far a generalized factor within the student ratings, perhaps indicative
of 3ome halo effect, it did not contribute to the specific student-instchctar
agreement on the same factors. 1In fact, correlations batwveen student aand
instructor ratings on different factors were generally quite low. This
conzlusion argues for the use of multifactor evaluation instruments that have
been carefully constructel with the use of factor analytic procedures.

Students' rvaluations of teaching effectiveness will not be useful unless
faculty and administrators are convinced of their worth. While researchers
have deaonstrated their reliability, validity, and relative laci of bias,
many faculty renain sceptical. This scep:icism, whether justified or not,
vill continue to undermine the value of the student ratings until they have beer
validated against criteria that are acceptable to most faculty. 1In the present
investiqation, stulent ratings were validated against instructor self
evaluations of their own teaching effectiveness. This criterion, besides
being¢ azceptable to most faculty, has tvo distinct advantages. Pirst, it
can be appliel to all levaels of instruction; student ratings wvere successfully
validated against instructor self evaluations in graduate level courses
and courses taught by teaching assistants as well as undergraduate
courses taught by faculty. Second, instructors can be asked to evaluate
their teaching along the same dimensions employed on thz student rating
fora; in the present stuldy it was shown that student-instrustor agreement on
any one factor vas independent of agreemeat on other factors. 1In summary, the
finlings of this investijgation establish the validity of student ratings at all
levels of postsecondary education, demonstrate the importance of the distinctiw
evaluation factors, and should also be helpful in overcoming faculty
Jeservaticons about the usefulness of student ratings.
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' - TABLE 1
Paculty Attltudes Tovard Students' Evaluations of Teaching Effectiveness
] L 4
RESPONDING RESPONDING RESPONDING
DI?A?R!B NEUTRAL AGREE
(1-3) (4-6) (7-9)
Quality of teaching, whether deternined bI students'
eva na{xo s or other meth ds, sg ven more 8% 33% 59%
eaphas n making pronot onal dec sxon,.

Stulents!' evaluitions rapresent accurate assesshents 25% 37% 38%
of instructional quality.

Students' evaluations provide information which is
pofantial vy useful for the improvement >f the 4% 16% 80%
course and/sr quality of teaching.

qrudent evaludtxons actually have been useful ,
{ the improvensnt of a course and/or 1% 30% 59%
qua ity of toachinq.

students' evaluations should be made. available to 13% 35% 52%
students for use in coursa selection.

Colleaque evalu:tlon of course materials,
as a_measure 3 qua 11t¥ teachan, [ og 1d'be given 19% 37% 4y
careful consideration in promotiona ecisions.

Classroon vxsitatxon evaluatlons b colleaqnes, as ,
ohe measure ? quality, teaching ué 2 iven , 33% X 30%
car2ful cons der tion in promotional ec sions.

Tnstructor Self-Evaluation, as oue measure of \
qualxt{ teaching, should be given careful consider- 32% 4% 27%
ation in ptonotxonal decisions.

PﬁT’N AL BIAS g 9TWDEN{§
varfables unre dte to qua f teaching eay have sign uenue on the
rat xng BRelow is a list of some potential hiases an the percentage of
nstructors vho believed that each influenced ratings.

8% ‘Grading lenicncy 62% Student Interest In 28% Instructort's Appearance
(Lots of "A's") Subject Before Course
55% Z1lass Size/Enrollmant 23% Ccourse Level (upper 15% Instructor's sex
. division vs. lower)

55% Fejuired vs. Elective 533 Students' Scholastic 8% 1Instructarc's cank
Ability Measured by GPA

60% Coursa Workloal 15% % Prosh & Soph Students 63% Instructor's Popularity
in the Class

72% Course Difficulty 20%. Instructor's Age 28% % of Students Majoring

in A Department

16% Instructor's Academic/ 35% Student's Prior Knovledge
Research Prestiqe of Course Content

[4

MEAN
RESPONSE

6.5

5.2

6.3

5.2
5.7
u.g

4.7

Evenuartous- Critics of studfgicansva tions suggest that some

NOTE: Onmly taﬂultz responses vere included in this table.' Attitudes expressed by teaching
o

assxstants the first 9 items were similar to those of facult exce t that they

expreased even styonqer agreement vith the statenagt en Qrsing Eostancg of some cbh

teashing heinqg aiven more emphasis 1in promotlona ez1silons

lala Bk Bad) Mol s ] (\

]
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INSTRUCTOR SELF EVALUATIONS 24

. TALE 3
Wultitrait-uitingthod Metr In1 Correiations Between Student end Facuity Selit Eveivetions In All 331 Courses

INSTRUCTOR SELF -£ VALUATION FACTORS
INSTRUCTOR SE,F VEARN ENTHU ORGAM GROUP |NDIV BROTH EXAMS ASIGN WhQ,0
EVALUATION FACTORS
LEARN I NG/VALE )
ENTHUS I ASM ¥ (82)
ORGAN| ZAT ION 12 01 ()
GROUP INTERACTION 01 03 -13 (%0)

INDIVIOUAU RAPPORTY =07 -0 07 02 (82

ANEADTH 13 12 13 11 =01 (84)
EXANINATI ONS 01 08 26 09 15 20 (76)
ASS 1GNMENTS 24 <01 17 03 22 09 22 (70
WORKLO/DIFFICWTY 03 <01 12 09 06 =04 09 21 (70)
INSTRUCTOR SEUF-EVALUATICN FACYORS STUDENT EVALUATION FACTORS
33‘.‘.’5.’?.0. FACToRS UEARN ENTHU ORGAM UROUP INDIV BROTH EXAMS ASIGN WRLD UEARN ENTHU ORGAN GROUP |NDIY BROTH EXAMS ASIGN WRKUD
LEARN! NG/VAUUE (46) 10 <01 08 -12 09 -04 O8 02 (9%)
ENTHUS IASM 21 (34) <04 <01 <07 =01 03 <09 =09 48 (96)
ORGAN | ZAT 1 ON 17 13 (300 =03 04 07 09 00 <03 52 49 (9) )
GO INTERACTION 19 03 =20 (32) 00 <02 =14 ~04 <08 3 0 20 98
INOIVIOUAU RAPORT 03 03 <03 13 (28) =19 <03 =02 00 2 3 33 a2 (96
BREADTH 2 15 09 00 -14 (42) 00 09 02 “ M 3% 17 18 (%)
EUNIMTIONS 18 09 01 ~01 06 =09 (17) <02 <06 @ 42 97 M %0 3B (9
ASS | ONMENTS 20 03 02 09 -0t 04 -0 (49 12 52 21 M W 29 4 4 (9
WRILD/DIFFICWLTY <06 -03 94 00 03 =03 12 22 (69) 06 02 -035 -03 08 18 <02 20 (87

NOTE: Veives In the diagonsis of the upper lett and lower right metrices, the two trianguier matrices, are reilsbliity
(coatticient aiphe) cootticlents (See Nla, at. al., 1977). Veluss In the diagonel of iower iett matrix, the squere matrix,
ore convergent validity coetficients that have been corrected for wnrelladllity according to the Spearmen Brown equation.
The nine uncorrected veildity coetticients, starting with Lesrning wculd be .41, .48, .25, .46, .28, .37, .13, 36, & .54,
All correietion coetticlents are presented without decimai polint, Correlations greater than .10 ere statisticelly signiticent,
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TAE 4

RELIABILITY AND CONVERGENT VALIDITY OF STUDENT AND INSTRUCTOR SEUF RATINGS: SEPARATE ANALYSES

FOR UNDERGRADUATE COURSES TAUGHT BY FACULTY (UF=-183 CuASSES), GRADUATE JEVEL COURSES TAUGHT BY

FACUITY (GF-=-45 CuASSES), UNDERGRADUATE COURSES TAUGHT BY TEACHING AS3ISTANTS (TA--103 CUASSES),
. ANO COMBINED DATA FOR ALy COURSES (COMB--331 C.A3SES)

REUIABILITY COEFFICIENTS VAuIDITY COEFF ICIENTS
INSTRUCTOR SELF-RATINGS STUDENT RATINGS

EVALUATION FACTORS  F  GF TA COMB UF GF TA COM8 UF G TA COWB
WEARNING/VALUE .80 .87 .82 .83 .95 .96 .94 .95 .41 .20 .46 .46
INSTR ENTHUSIASM .83 .83 .82 .82 .97 .97 .97 .96 .48 .60 .62 .54
ORGANIZATION 79 .78 .59 .74 . .93 .95 .93 .95 .28 .41 .31 .30
GROUP INTERACTION .88 - .83 .94 .90 .98 .98 .97 .98 .54 .46 .30 .52
INDIVIDUAY RAPPORT .82 .81 .B3 .82 .96 .97 .95 .96 .17 .31 .52 .28
BREADTH OF COVERAGE .79 .72 .87 .84 .91 .96 .94 .94 .43 .06 .37 .42
EXAMS/GRADING 7 .74 .76 .76 .93 .90 .94 .95 .15 .39 .15 .17
VAUUE OF ASSIGNMENTS .77 .64 .5 .70 .92 .94 .88 .92 .33 .20 .74 .45
WORKUOAD/DIFFICUYTY .67 .11 .72 .70 .87 .89 .88 .87 .69 .63 .69 .60

MED!AN YALUE ACROSS
Ass FACTORS .79 .78 .82 .82 93 .96 .94 .94 41 39 .46 .45

OVERALL RATINGS
(SING:E ITEMS)

OVERALL COURSE = e == -- -- -- - -- 27 17 AT 26

OVERNJD ’ NS'RWTOR - - - - .- - - b . 36 . 20 . 24 . 33

NOTE: RELIABILITY ESTIMATES, COEFFICIENT AUPHAS (SEE NIE, ET. Au., 1977) WERE BASED UPON THE
CORREULATIONS AMONG I TEMS IN THE SAME FACTOR AND COU.D NOT BE COMPUTED FOR THE SINGLE ITEMS.
VAL1DITY COEFFICIENTS FOR THE FACTOR SCORFS WERE CORRECTED FOR UNRE.!ABILITY WITH THE
SPEARMAN BROWN EQUATION. VALIDITY COEFFICIENTS FOR THE TWO SINGLE ITEMS WERE NOT
CORRECTED SINCE NO RE.IABILITY ESTIMATES WERE AVAIUABUE. |T SHOULD BE NOTED THAT
THE VAL!IDITY OF THE TWO SINGLE |TEMS, THE OVERAUL RATINGS, WERE LOWER THAN THE
MEDIAN VALIDITY COEF ICIENTS OF THE FACTORS EVEN WHEN NOT CORRECYED FOR UNRE. |ABILITY,

©  THIS IS PROBA3LY DUE TO THE FACT THAT INDIVIDUAL {TEMS TEND TO HAVE " OWER
ERIC  RE21ABILITIES THAN DO FACTOR SCORES THAT ARE BASED UPON SEVERAL |ITEMS,
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INSTRUCTOR SELF EVALUATIONS 26

[y

Myitiple Regression Ansiysis of wrargent ond Divergent Valldity: Seperate Ansiyses For Undergreduste Courses
Tought By Faculty (UF==183 Classes), Greduste Leve! Courses Teught By Facul ty(GF~=43 Classes), Undergraduate
Cowrses Teught By Teaching Assistanrs (TA==103 clesses) and Combined Dete For Al Couwses (Comb==331 Clesses)

® 2 <
with Metching Muit R with

TABUE

[ 2 2 c 2 c
REUIABILITY r Mulet R with 3 Mylt R wWIT™ ;

Cosfficlents INSTR Sel! Reting -<Match!ng INSTR «=Mgtching (AS™2 ==Natching INS™R
==Al] Uther INSTR ==Al] Other STUNY <=A|| Other INSTR
«sAl| Other STYDNT
(Unlque 'or Dve Yo  (Unique Yer Due To (Unique Yar Due Yo
STUDENT Matching Reting) lofchlng Reting) lhfchln, Ret ing)
EVALUATION FACTORS W O TACO® W G TACOS ¥ & TACOS W & YACOMS ¥ OF YA COm
UEARNING/Y AR 9 % 04 99 128 035 163 108 128 028 178 168 528 453 398 93% 938 615 613 548
(098 008 175 135) (043 008 015 038) (098 00$ 03$ 058)
INSTR ENTHUS |ASM 97 93 97 96 105 293 308 238 238 265 308 24% 465 593 583 508 528 613 448 338
(145 265 175 108) (138 208 188 16%) (178 21§ 158 17%)
ORGAN | 2ATI ON 93 9 93 93 063 138 068 06% 058 178 09% 08% 608 538 69% 39% 528 338 66% ois
(03 175 035 05%) (038 088 045 035%) (038 12% O4f 0%%)
GROUP | NTERACT | ON 8 98 97 98 253 178 143 208 308 328 24% 27% 4538 298 433 428 458 378 498 49%
(215 133 093 20%) (205 063 095 15%) (188 038 108 19%)
INDIVIOUAL RAPPORT 35 97 93 96 028 078 213 06% 07% 008 278 11§ 398 293 350% 40% 415 233 928 418
(043 008 155 07%) (033 038 045 04%) - (04$ 028 038 03%)
BREAOTH OF COVERAGE 91 96 94 94 135 008 10§ 148 135 008 118 188 528 45% 46% 50% 413 35835 491 938
(13% 008 045 11%) (108 008 105 108) (118 0OS 108 108)
EXAMS/GRAQ NG 93 90 94 93 028 105 02% 028 038 118 198 078 524 508 933 308 545 463 383 938
(028 06% 038 038) (038 218 00% 025) (04% 24% 00% 04%)
VAUUE OF ASSIGNMENTS 92 94 88 92 088 025 243 138 115 008 298 14§ 413 48% 46% 49% 428 504 463 463
(085 00% 153 108) (055 04$ 185 08%) (075 015 148 10%)
WORILOAD/DIPFICWLYY 87 89 88 87 28% 258 308 293 2088 165 448 308 338 498 518 359§ 358 388 333 388
(263 163 183 29%) (258 358 178 2%%) (208 37% 17% 13%)
MEAN AL 9 FACTORS 94 94 93 94 138 125 178 148 158 128 248 178 478 455 9238 478 463 308 398 453
(108 098 1285 13%) (095 115 09 08%) {10$ 138 098 09%)
(] 2 2 2 2
RELIABILITY r wlith Matching Mult R with Mult R with Mult R WiIT™ ;
Costticlents STONT Reting ==Matching STDNT =-Matching STPNT  --Natching STDNT
==Ai] Qther STONT ==Al| Other 1(STR  =<Al) Other STONT
==Al1 Qther INSTR
(Unique Yor Due To (Unique Yar Due To (UnigUE YAR Due Yo
INSTRUCTOR SEVF Matching Rating) Matching Reting) Matchling Reting)
EYNLUATION FACTORS U G TA COMB U GF TA COMB U G TA coMB W G TA COMB
UEARNING/YALUE 80 87 82 83 138 038 163 178 115 008 228 178 253 6% 348 27% 258 33% 338 %
(U785 008 015 065) (088 008 158 12%)  (08S 008 045 08%)
INSTR ENTHUS | ASM a3 83 82 82 183 29% 308 23§ 188 283 3338 25§ 233 338 308 26% 263 343 413 318
(188 288 27% 23%) (145 255 208 18%) (193 338 238 24%)
ORGAN| ZAT | ON % 718 % 13 06% 138 063 06% 135 143 063 143 208 48% 065 169 228 92% 145 2138
(078 143 068 108) (028 175 04F 039%) (06% 123 085 108)
GROUP |NTERACTION 88 83 94 9% 293 178 148 218 335 108 168 238 268 34% 263 24% 358 323 163 28%
(23% 08% 128 20%) (223 143 08% 20%) (228 07% 10§ 20%)
INDIVIOUAL RAPPORY 82 81 83 82 028 07% 218 063 0688 158 225 108 1% 218 178 128 208 278 22% 168
(043 045 075 05%) (04 04% 175 078)  (06% 028 07% 06%)
BREAOTH OF COVERAGE 79 72 87 84 135 008 113 143 233 008 298 218 22% 021 263 17% 293 063 3838 27%
(13% 008 135 168) (113 008 038 118) (175 008 128 16%)
EXAMS/GRAD | NG 77 13 6 16 028 108 028 028 178 308 138 07% 185 103 26% 168 288 3ug 418 238
(055 29% 015 04%) (028 06% (2% 035) (O7% 288 00$ 07%)
VAUUE OF ASSIGNMENTS 77 64 350 70 08 028 24% 13% 12§ 208 32% 188 338 278 20% 26% 358 388 345 328
(083 06% 22% 128) (058 00F 178 08%) (08% 018 22% 12%)
WORKLOAD/DIFFICLYY 67 TV 72 710 288 25% 30% 29% 278 45% 318 294 ,  31% 233 238 30% 285 613 279 308
(27% 3885 243 26%) (24% 208 258 29%8) (238 938 278 29%)
MEAN Au 9 FACTORS ™ 17 16 19 138 108 165 143 184 183 238 18§ 233 263 233 22% 273 36% 328 213

(125 145 133 14%)

€108 108 125 12%)

(133 155 138 14%)

o=-Religd!i ity estimates, coetficient olphes (see Nie, st. 8l,, 1977) were besed upon the correlietions
among Items within the same factor.,

b~=Thess are simple biveriete correletions(uncorrected for unre! tadliity) thet heve deen squared

c—-Muitipis correletion coetficlents were computed by entering each set of |tems simul taneous|y=~correcting for tha
numbder of variables In the regression equetion--and then entering the one "metching variabie”™ on the lasst step tc
deternine the proportion of varlence thet can be uniquely explained by I1t. 1t R squared or the chenge In R squared
vas negetive (due to the edjustment for the number of varlsdles In the equetion) it was considered to be zero,
and the change In R squared on the next step wes the difterence trom zero. In some Instances thers wes evidence
of suppression In thet the change In R squared vas larger than the contridution of s varisble by Itsell, and
he stendardized bets welghts were larger then the siwple correlations,
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.. APPENDIX 1 INSTRUCTOR SELF EVALUATIONS 27
@ USC EVALUATION SERVICES

(etsLchﬁ?c:E 355:51}3&(9 fAcI’:c' §..¢C.9;l3§-s~§fr'§§£5vli’geﬁAmlguﬂﬁw&ml alusc;.unu NOT RELEVANTI POOR POOR 5%‘2% Gooo gg&
. 1 LEARNING: YOU FOUNO THE COURSE INTELLECTUALLY CHALLENGING AND STIMULATING VU L. L N B T
2 YOU HAVE LEARNED SOMETHING WHICH YOU CONSIDER VALUABLE ) T [FEY. TR THRY SEET -1
3 YOUR INTEREST IN THE SURJECT HAS INCREASED AB A CONSEQUENCE OF THIS COURSE o @ :3: 4 :8:
4 YOU MAVE LEAANED AND UNDERSTOOD THE SUBJECT MATERIALS IN THIS COURSE B RS- SHEET. SHEEY SHEET
' 5 ENTHUSIASM: INSTAUCTOR WAS ENTHUBIASTIC ABOUT TEACHING THE COURSE | R B N T T
6 INSTRUCTOR WAS DYNAMIC 4ND EMERGETIC IN CONDUCTING THE COURSE L FEEEET. SHERT. TR THERT -
7 INSTRUCTOR ENHANCED PRESENTATIONS WATH THE UBE OF MUMOR ":' “ ” ; "'. ' T T
8 INSTRUCTOR'S STYLE OF PRESENTATION MELD YOUR INTEREST DURING CLASS 1 EIEE - ST St SRt
' © ORGANIZATION: INSTRUCTOR'S EXFLANATIONS WERN CLEAR — B e ST TR TR
10 COURSE MATERIALS WERE WELL PREPARED AND CAREFULLY EXPLAINED [ BREEY - SHEET. THEEY THRFY 3
111 PROPOBED OBJECTIVES AGREED WITH THOBE ACTUALLY TAUGHT 80 YOU KNEW WHERE COUABE WAS QOING =t 53 13 @t :@:
1 2 INSTRUCTOR GAVE LECTURES THAT FACILITATED TAKING NOTES o H (3 B THEET. THERS :$:
‘ 13 GROUP INTERACTION:; STUDENTS WERE ENCOURAGED TO PARTICIPATE IN CLASS DISCUSSIONS ~ ' i o P ok G
14 STUNENTS WERE INVITED TO SHARE THEIR IDEAS AND KNOWLEDGE 5 BEEEY - TS T TS - &
3] 5 STUDENTS WERE ENCOURAGED TO ABK QUESTIONS & WERE GIVEN MEANINGPUL ANSWERS i 2@ @ e @R
16 STUDENTS WERE ENCOURAGED TO EXPRESS THEIR OWN IDEAS AND/OR OUESTION THE INSTRUCTOR T FEEET THEY. SHET THL- T
',;17 INDIVIDUAL RAPPORT:; INSTRUCTOR WAS FRIENDLY TOWARDS INDIVIDUAL STUDENTE Tt st R 2% g g
18 INSTRUCTOR MADE STUDENTS FEEL WELCOME IN SEEKING MELP/ADVICE IN OR QUTSIDE OF CLASS S EENNES- S 2T IRt - 2
gi ] INSTRUCTOR HAD A GENUINE INTEREST IN INDIVIDUAL STUDENTS =g @ @ g .ztz
20 INSTAUCTOR WAS ADEQUATEL ¥ ACCESSIBLE TO STUDENTS DURING OFFICE MOURS OR AFTER CLASS S EENEE - L T SRt &
§1 BREADTH: INSTRUCTOR CONTRASTED THE IMPLICATIONS OF VARIOUS THEORIES E R TR TR TR %
22 INSTRUCTOR PRESENTED THE BACKGROUND OR ORIGIN OF IDEAS/CONCEPTS DEVELOPED IN CLASS T BEEES- Rt ST 1T -
pa INSTRUCTOR PRESENTED POINTS OF VIEW OTHER THAN HIB/HER OWS. WHEN ARPROPRIATE _ 3 @ P g G
24 INSTRUCTOR ADEQUATELY DISCUSSED CURRENT DEVELOPMEIWTS IN THE FIELD f @ F: sk %
?5 EXAMINATIONS: PEEDBACK ON EXAMINATIONS/GRADED MATERIALS WAS VALUABLE S e e Y
26 METHODS OF EVALUATING STUDENT WORK WERE FAIR AND APPROPRIATE . 1 Y. S T TR T -1
P7 EXAMINATIONS/GRADED MATERIALS TESTED COURSE CONTENT AS EMPMASIZED BY THE INSTRUCTOR S R S
28 ASSIGNMENTS: REGUIRED READINGS. TEXTS WERE VALUABLE E FEREY THNEY. THRNFT” THEY . 3
?9 e READINGS. HOMEWORK, ETC. CONTRIBUTED TO APPRECIATION AND UNDERSTANDING OF BUBMECT © ~ * - A s i T S
30 OVERALL: HOW DOES THIS COURSE COMPARE WITH OTHER COURSES YOU MAVE MAD AT USC? (e HEE S TR THEEET THERY 3
’1 HOW DOES THIS INSTRUCTOR COMPARE WITH OTHER INSTRUCTURS YOU HAVE HAD AT USC? e T
STUDENT AND COURSE CHARACTERISTICS (LEAVE BLANK IF NO RESPONSE APPLIES)
pz COURSE DIFFICULTY. RELATIVE TO GTHER COURSES, WAS (1-VERY EASY... S-MEDIUM .. S-VERY HARD) ' P T S S
33 COURSE WORKLOAD. RELATIVE TO OTHER COURSES. WAS (1-VERY LIGNT... 3-MEDIUM . 5-VERY HEAVY) 3 IS 3L BT THEEt -
B4 counas pact was (1:100 8LOW... ABOUT MGHT... 8100 FAST) ' T Y SRy S
35 HOURS/WEEK REQUIRED OUTSIDE OF CLASS 110702, 212105, 3)8TO7. 4870 12, 8 OVER 12 I T TR T T
. ’0 LEVEL OF INTEREST IN THE SUBJECT PMOR TO THIB COURSE (1-VERY LOW... S-MEDIUM ... BVERY HIGH) 2 r P g @
37 OVERALLLGE::!EATBULASSK‘;PIEQ:)?'%E?T"’ES?A%?'L?@DOAT:{J%% TOJ34. 4)347T037. 8 ABOVE 37 T EEREY " THNIE Y TRy R
" 138 exrecTED GRADE IN THE COURSE (14, 2. 3. 48, B) S e e
B0 AN G T S LR R S, P Sue" ELESIIVE, J0ENERAL ED RECUIRE. ST S N
bo VEAR N SCHOOL 1) FRESH. 11SOPH. 8)JR € BN 8 GRAD. - _' o= s P s @
41 MAJOR DEPARTMENT 1] SOC SCI/COMM . 21 NAT SCI/MATH . 31 MUMANITIES. 4) BUSINESS. 5) EDUCATION. T e P g @

) ENGINEERING. 7) PERF ARTS, 8) PUB AFFAIRS, 0)OTHER. 10} UNDECLARED/UNDECIDED
G =P @

®
3
@

UPPLEMENTAL QUESTIONS (USE RESPONSES BELOW FOR INSTRUCTOR'S QUESTIONS)

4 @ 47 A @ i 4 @ B2 i @ @ 4 g B it 2 3
8 48 A 3 P 4 B B8 @ P 4 g BB ut: 2 3
'S 49 1 @ P 4 E: 54 :1:: P 4 g 869 =21:: 2 3
& 3
E 2

LI
NN

50 :4:: @ i 4 g 85 :4:: @ 3 g @ 60 =1 2
: ¥ THEEL H 681 =1 2

G e B TH X 51 =9 @ P 4 56 :14:: 2 % :
RICs:s: ::8'98,2ERBERT w mansy, OFFIGE OF INSTITUTIONAL STUDIES. umvERaITY OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA LA 9000 amsesse.

=
.............................. seees assas cazea sesaae p22+




INSTRUCTOR SELF EVALUATIONS 28

[ TN
Taclor Analysis of Student Lvaluwatina Instrwent (W311 Class Average Nosponses)
Facter Patlorn Loadings

Standard
tealuation [Leey (parephrased) L L] Oeviation | n 11} " v " w L1 (1}
1. LPAMNING/ VAL
Increased Interest a3 Course Contoquence 3.9 0.% 14 ] [ ] [ ] [ o n o
Learned Sompining Valwebie (N1} .40 ~N 1] 1 00 [ 1 15 u
Learned § Undersiond Subject Matler 6.0l 0.4 '; " " o -0 10 n -8
UHERALL COMRSE BAT NG 3.0 .0 ! “ (1 [ ;] [ 1] N " 10 .
Inteliectually Challonging/dtimslating IN (N} " . -0 "w 10 n A
1L AN IASA
Synanic § Laergetic )% 0.6% “» 1) " [ ” » 1 "
l..u:u.‘ .||u 3.0 0.68 0l 1] o0 o o " 10 "
Held pove Interes .6 .0 1] n 06 [ 9) 0) 1 [ ]}
{nthuslatic abovt Teaching (W) 0.9 19 1 [ 1] 1 (L} 13 " (]
UVEAML INSTRCTOR MALING 9 0.0% 16 H ) 10 Y n 1 L
111, GRCA%|JAT ION
Materialy Prepored § Caplained 3% 0.4 n -6 0 U 16 (1] 10 o
Instructor (aplonstions Cloar 3.9 .% 1] 1 16 0) ”» 14 " E U
toctures Faclliitated Mate lobing I NI .02 [ -0 1] [ ] n [ ] 1] 4)
N jertives stated § pursued 1N 0.%) | RS ] o0 |1 ] 1] L]
IV. CAOUP [NTERALTION
Studedts shored ldeas/tnowiodge .0 .8 o0 1] -0l [ 1] o 0 [ ] »
ntvereqre o Participite 6.0% N 1} 1] 0) [ 1] o0 [} LU o
(acouraned o [rpress Own ldeas .0 .93 06 1L 04 16 [1)] 1} o] [,
tncouraged Lo Question § Siven Answars (N ] N1} o 1 n ) ] 12 Ll -8
L] L ]
9. INDIVIOUAL MAPPORT
Welcomed Seeking Meip/Advice [N} AT [ 19 el ] -0 19 3] 8l
interested in Individual Students .0 .8 ] 19 [ ] " 06 L) (] »
Accessibie to Studenty 3.9 54 N1 [ ] 0) []] n ] 1] "
Friendly fowards Students 60 N 00 't 10 0 " L] -0
91, BREADTN WP COVIMAGL
Presented Bact of Concepts 3.0 N n (] [ [ ] (] " 14 -8
Contrasted Implicationy I N 1] [ ] 10 0) o ] (1] [ ]| N ]
Presented Qifforent Paints of Yiew ] oi N 1] o; q “ [H 0) 0 [} 1] -0)
Oiscurird Current Deveinpamaly A " | ) 1 o n n”n n -0
. [RAAIMA
T PRI rairsamprepeiate 1% N 0 o 0 o s » T
Testes Aclus) Contont N 8% 9 ® 10 0 o - O 14 -
t2em Foodbach Valuweble 3.8 1] 0) [} (] 0 () -0 " [ ]
YL AS,iGlu s
Bosdings/Tont Valuable nn 1] 0 B (34 00 ol 1) 0 ]] [
Contributed to Understonding ). N N ” [ ]] o (1] 0 0l [ (]
1N, AR OMVOIFTICW 1Y
Workioad (Light -Weavy .y (1] 0 ] [ ] o0 [ ] [} [ o
0ifiieuity (Easy-Mard ) 11 -0 ® 0 -0l -8l i [ 1] »
Wours 0at of Class 2.0 1] 17 0 -10 ol ] L 1] 09 1}
Poce (Vo0 $lew-loe Fost) 309 5, 0 0N " YU I ) 1’ 1. o

FeeFoclor Anaiysle was Obiique (corrmiated) wilh the Delita Factors-2.8 (Nie, ot. ol, 1973)
eclirat nine olyenvaluey wore (9 A, 10,23, 18, 12,10, 18, 80, . %0
z--grulﬂlni twren Facines ranaed from re..0) Lo v €9 (Mpgien ro ?))

1 1tems excopl Wrdload/PIfliculty were answered alonq S-point ! le (§-¥ . s. \ i/ ®
lems varied en S-point reente wdle with end-reints ahove, ou:pl':;:"'.:v:‘rl-..(u I.":-'!'{.' f."ﬁ'ﬁ':. ""Imzi-hhcr I'N. Hitestty
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vV g1ty APPERDI X 1%
RELIABILITY .
.
ANOYVA nemunu‘.tsuums For Coefficient Alphal
Tuats Class! Avarages Based Unon Raliability Estimates
fvalyation Ivems Oifforent Nusbers of Responses of Factor Scores
E oL B o3 s '
1. LEARNING/YALUE .95
Increased Interest as Course Consequence S 69 .77 .83 .91 .96
Learned Something Valuable 51 I § RS | 92 .9
Learned § Understosd subject Matter .56 .67 .78 .85 .92 .9%
UVERALL COURSE RATING ) 62 .76 .83 .89 .94 .96
Intellectually Challenging/Stizalating 64 78 M 90 9t 9
Il. ENTHUSIASN N
Oynamic § Energetic 70 .8 .88 .92 .96 .98
Enhanced with Humor 69 .81 .87 .92 .96 .98
Held Your Interest .67 .80 .86 .91 .96 .97
Enthusfastic About Teaching 66 .79 .85 .91 .95 .97
OVERALL INSTRUCTOR RAT!ING .66 .80 .85 .91 .95 97
I11. ORGAKIZATION .93
Materials Prepared & Explained 58 4 81 88 .93 .¢
Instructor Explanations Clear 60 .75 .82 . .94 .97
Lectures Facilitated Hote Taxing 60 .75 .82 .88 .94 .97
Objectives Stated and Pursued 51 .68 .76 .4 .91 .9
1¥. GROUP INTERACTION .98
Students Shared ldeas/Xnow!edge 64 .8 8¢ .90 .9y .
Encouraged to Participate 65 .79 .85 .05 .95 .97
Encouraged to Express Own ldeas 61 .76 .82 .89 .94 .97
Encouraged to Question & Given Answers .60 .75 .82 .88 .%¢ .M
Y. INOIVIDUAL RAPPORT ' .95
Welcomed Seeking Help/Advice ST .72 80 .87 .93 96 .
[nterested i{n Individual Students 857 .73 .80 .87 .93 .98
Accessible to Students 52 .69 .70 85 .92 .96
Friendly Toward Students 57 .7 .80 .87 .93 .3
¥1. UREADTH OF COYERAGE . .93
Presented Back?round of Concepts 55 .11 .1 .86 .92 .96
contrasted Implications 52 .69 .77 .85 .92 .96
Presentod Different Points of View .50 .67 .75 .83 .91 .98
Dfiscussed Current Developments 56 71 .79 .86 .94 .97
VI, EXAMINATIONS .94
Evaluation Methods Fair/Appropriate S8 .74 81 .88 .93 .97
Tested Actual Lontent 58 ¢ 81 .88 .93 .97
txam Feedback Yaluable @9 74 81 .88 . .97
VIIL. ASSIGNMENTS .90
Readings/Text Yaluable 63 .77 B4 .90 .94 .97
Contributed to Understanding 50 .67 .75 .83 .91 .95
1%, WORKLOAD/OIFFICULTY 88
Workload (Light-Heavy 60 .75 .82 .88 .94 .97
Hours Out of Class 55 .11 .78 .86 .92 .96
Pace (Too Slow-Too Fast) 36 .52 .62 .73 .85 .92
MEOIAN RELIABILITY 258 L3¢ .81 .88 .93 0 N1

1--Anova Reliability estimates were obtained by taking 10 responses from each of 387 courses in which
at least 15 students responded. A one-way Anova was performed in which the courses served as levels,
The relfability estimate for 10 Fesponses was computed by subtracting the reciprocal of the F-Ratio
from 1,U. The other estimates were ;oneratod with the Spearman-8rown equation, This procedure s
descrioed {n Winer (1971), Marsh (19 6) and Centra (19735.

2-=Coefficient Alphas were computed with Method 2 described by Nie, et. a1, (1977).

Two types of reliadility are presented above. The Anova reliability estimates measure the relative consistency
within each class relative to the differences between different classes. The principle source of error
measured by this technique is the dlvtrsit{ of student opinion within the courses. It should be noted that
this {s a more stringent criterfa tian would be measured by assessing the relfability of individual responses.
Using the Spearman-drown equation, the median reliability for a sample size of one would be r = .22, However,
using a test-retest procedure over a three year interval, Qverall and Marsh (1978) found tnat reliabilities

of the responses nf {ndividua) studonts were generally over .50. :

. Tne coefficient alpma relfability s based upon the degree of intercorrelation among the 1tems defining each
factor. This value will also vary with the number of responses. The average number of responses in the
511 courses used in tais analysis was 26,7, (Avg. Enro)iment was 34.56, Avg. Response Rate was 77%). The
sedian reliability of the factor scores fs substantially nigher than the median reliability of {nd{v{dual

items dased upon 4 comparable number of responses. This s due, at least in part, to the greater reliabilipy
of an-average.
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CONVERGENT AND OISORIMINANT VALIDITY; CONRE,ATIONS BETWEEN INSTRUCTOR SELF«EVALUATIONS AND STUDENT EVALUATIONS FOR
AL UNDERGRADUATE LEVEL COURSES YALGHTY BY FACLLYY (Ne183 COURSES)

INSYRUCTOR SELF LEARN ENTMU QRGAN GROUP 1HDIV BRO™ EXWNS ASION WD
EVALUAT i« FACTORS

WEARNING/ VA, 8 (&)
ENTMUS 1 ASM 32 (8

ORGANI2AT 10N 18 0 M

GROUP INTERACTION O4 =02 -21 (89)
INDIVIDUAL RAPPORY 03 =09 16 <02 (82) _
OREADTH =08 0% 26 -0% 07 (™)

EOAM INAT | ONS 03 00 23 04 20 20 (M)
ASS |GMAENTS 1) 00 » 09 N 1 .6 (M
WRILD/DIFFICWTY 07 03 13 <09 10 <06 20 20 (80)

INSTRUCYOR SELF-EVALUATION FACTORS STUDENT EVALUATION FACTORS .
m:;m FacTons UEARN ENTMU ORGAN GROUP INDIV BRDTH EXAMS ASIGN WRXLD UEARN ENTHU ORGAN GROUP IND IV BRDTH EXAMS ASIGN WRKLD
WEARN NG/ VY ALUE 41) 12 02 10 <11 <08 <08 07 08 (9.
ENTHUS |ASH 3 W8 <07 <09 ~07 <09 <23 -1 0! 51 (97)
Mlznvlo;t " 1N @28 =16 03 06 04 07 0 )] % (9))
GROUP INTERACTION 17 00 <23 (34) =12 =19 <20 <«06 =03 8 3 13 ()
MOIVIOUAL RAPORT 07 02 <08 10 (17) =20 =08 -12 O4 23 3 35 39 (%e)
BREADTH 10 09 13 <08 15 (4)) 04 04 02 W 3 & 14 13 (e
EXAM 1 NAT | ONS 14 09 <03 <03 <03 15 (1% <0t 09 % 3 5% 3 5 32 (9
ASS I OMENTS 17 03 08 10 <14 05 06 (3 12 49 25 4 28 24 45 a8 192)
WRILGO/DIFFICWTY =03 =04 03 03 00 00 20 19 (69) 20 08 00 04 06 18 04 23 M

MOTE: Values In the dlagonais of the wpper lett end lower right matrices, the two trianguier matrices, are rellsblilty
(coufticlont alpha) coetficlents (See Nie, et. 8l., 1977), Velves In the ¢lagonsl of lower left matrix, the squere metrix,
&re convargent velldity costficlents thet heve been corrected for unrallah!iity according to the Spearman Brown egquetion.
The nine uncorrected valldity coetficlents, starting with Lesrning would ba .36, .43, .24, .30, .19, .38, .13, .28, & .93,
All correletion costiicients are presented without decimel point, Correletions grester thsn ,145 are statistic,ily signiticent,
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Appendix 1¥d .
CONVERGENT AND DISCRININANY VAL IDITY; CORRFUAT IONS BETWEEN |INSTRUCTOR SELF-EVALUATIONS AND STUDENT EVALUATIONS FOR H
AL GRADUATE LEVEL COURSES TAUGH® BY FACUITY (N*43 COURSES)
INSTRUCTOR SELF~EVALUATION FACTORS
INSTRUCTOR SELF UEARN ENTMU ORGAN GROUP |NDIY BRDTH EXANS ASIGN wRyD ’
EVALUAT 10N FACTORS .
GEARNING/YALUE (87)
ENTHUS 1ASH 10 (8)) .
ORGANI2AT I ON 40 08 (78)
GROUP INTERACTION <15 <30 34 (33) ’
INDIVIOUAL RAPPORT =32 22 01 18 (81) '
SREADTH 20 ~02 18 34 28 (12)
EXAMINAT | ONS 10 20 31 -n 09 13 ()
ASS IGNMENTS 46 23 19 09 16 04 16 (64)
WRIGD/DIFFICWTY 08 00 33 -n 03 04 0?7 28 (M)
INSTRUCTOR SELFEVALUATION FACTORS STUDENT EVAUUATION FAZTORS
STUDENT UEARN ENTHU ORGAN GROUP INDIV BRDTN EXAMS ASIGN WRK;D LEARN ENTHU ORGAN GROUP INDIY BROTH EXANS ASIGN wRXLD
CVALUAT ION FACTORS .
LEARNINS/YALUE (20) 07 ]} 00 -7 05 -07 01 <30 (968)°
i
ENTHUS IASM 10 (600 07 <02 16 -08 09 14 =27 55 (9N :
ORGANI2ATION " 12 41) 02 05 09 01 <01 =22 37 % (93) ’ :
GROUP INTERACTION <10 -23 <30 {48) 02 -04 34 <3 -29 "o -0 10 (98)
INDIVIDUAL RAPPORT «19 05 -o08 08 (31) <09 <18 <16 -14 29 35 22 48 9N
BREAD™ 0 -0 05 14 03 (06) -17 19 -20 30 38 39 24 36 (96)
4
EXAM INAT | ONS 10 02 20 20 23 =04 (39) 1 12 43 42 54 19 40 48 (90)
ASS IGNMENTS =02 12 -0} FL} 70 02 -13 (20) -12 63 36 47 24 36 36 48  (94)
WRIGLO/DIFFICWTY 18 05 11 =09 0s 14 1? 26 (83) " H 17 =21 09 40 21 07 (39)
NOTE: Yalues In the dlagonals ot the upper left and lower right matrices, the two trianguler matrices, a~e rol ladll )ty
(costticlent alpha) coefticlents (See Nla, ot. al., 1977, Vaiues [n the dingonal of lower left matrix, the square matrix,
e convergent vaildity coefficients that have been corrected for urrelladllity according to the Spearman Brown equation,
Yhe nine uncorrected valldity coetticlents, sterting with Learning would bde .18, 4, L35, 4, 27, 05, .32, .19, ¢ .%0.
All correlation coetficients are presented without decimal ¢:int, Correlations greater than .29 are statistically signiticant,
pomb
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Appendix V¢ '
CONVERGENT AND DiSCRIMINANT Y#;1DITY; CORRELATIONS BETWFEN INSTRUCTOR SEUF -EVALUATIONS AND STUDENT EVALUATIONS FOR
AU UNDERGRADUATE LEVEY COURSES TAUGHY BY TEACHING ASSISYANTS (Ns103 COURSES)
INSTAUCTUR SEF -EVALUATION FACTORS
INSTRUCTOR SELF UEARN ENTHU ORGAN GROUP INOIV BRDTH EXAMS ASIGN WRLD
EVAUUATION FACTORS
UEARNI NG/ Y ,UE (82) .
ENTHUS |ASM 21 (82)
ORGANI2AT|ON =04 =26 (939)
GROUP INTERACTION 02 22 07 (%)

INDI VIOUAU RAPPQORT <06 0% -09 05 (83}

BREADTH 3% 2! 06 31 =16 (8N
EXAMINAT IONS -1 19 27 . a3 09 23 1768}
ASSIGNMENTS 06 -3 04 06 15 -18 -06 (50)
WRIGD/DIFFICWTY =20 =14 <03 =il 06 ~18 -10 "o (72)
INSTRUCTOR SELF -EVALUAT ION FACTORS STUDENT EVALUATION FACTORS
STUDENT LEARN ENTHU ORCAN GROUP INDIV BRDTH EXAMS ASIGN wRWLD UEARN ENTHU ORGAN GROUP INDIV BRDTH EXAMS ASIGN WRXuD
EVALUATION FACTORS
UZARNING/ YALVE (48) =02 -04 08 -03 14 07 -1t -16 (94)
ENTHUS |ASM 26 (62) 00 1 02 13 36 <16 =23 37 1M
ORGAN|ZATION 22 17 (31) 14 04 14 22 -4 =01 63 54 (93)
GROUP INTERACTION 28 08 <02 (3 2% 23 17 =02 -18 44 37 41 (9N
INDIVIDUAL RAPPORY 06 07 03 13 (52) -19 18 2 -0 23 36 38 43  (9%)
BREADTH 28 24 12 o8 -08 (31 -02 -07 12 4 39 60 12 18 (94)
EXAMINAT | ONS 29 13 0% -04 13 00 (15) -13 =22 1) 32 63 45 49 38 (94)
ASS IGNMENTS 15 -13 06 -05 32 -7 ‘-OB (74) 04 32 -07 17 19 39 LR 31 (88)
WRIGD/DIFFICWLTY -41 <1 09 =04 13 <32 =10 28 (69) 47  -26 % -3 11 -6 36 04 (34)

NOTE: Yalues In the dlegonals of the upper left and lower right matrices, the two trlangular matrices, are relledliicy
{coatticlent aipha) coefticlents (See Nle, ot. al., 1977). Values In the diagonal of lower left matrix, the square matrix,
are convergent valldity coefticlents that have been cosrected for unrellability according to the Spearman Brown equation.
The nina uncorrected vaildity coefticlents, sterting with LUearning would be .40, .55, .23, .37, .46, .33, .13, .49, & .59,
All correlation coefliclents are presonted without decimal point, Correlations greater than .19 are statistically significant,
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Appendix v
Assolute and Relative Agresment Betwesn Stugent Evalvations of Teaching(STD) and the corresponding Instryctor Self
© Gveluations(INS); Ne 331 classes==18) uhdergraduate couwrses teught by faculty, 45 greduste level
caurses taught by faculty, and 103 undergreduste courses taught by teaching assistants

Evaluation Items (paraphrased) Undergrad Faculty Graduate Foculty Undergrad TA®g Alt Coursos Comd
SYO FAC DIFF CORR SO FAC OIFF CORR STO FAC DIFF CORR STV FAC OIFF CORA
I UFARNING/VALUE
Course Challanging/Stimulating 4,1 3,9 1900 3200 4.2 4,0 ,27% 3100 3,7 3,3 ,4ame J31%F 4,0 3,7 L2708 3gew
Learned something velusdle 4,24,0 ,16% 18" 4,4 4,2 17 10 3.9 3.6 .30 280 4,y 3,9 L2000 ,25ee
Increased Sudject Interest 4.03.9 .05 .23 4,241 ,16 ,13 3.6 3.6 ,08 .35 3938 ,07 308
Lesrned/Understood Subject Matter 4.0 3,7 ,2788 , 3280 4,2 3,8 3800 |y 3.8 3,5 369 (4300 4,0 3,8 L3188 3500
OVERALL COURSE RATING 3.9 3.9 .02 21 4,239 .25 .17 3.6 3.3 .10 L1718 383,88 .08 .2600
I ENTHUS | ASM
Enthuslastic vdout teaching 4.2 4,2 ,05 ,2** 4. %4.2 .1 .09 4.1 4,0 12 ,29%% 4.2 4,1 ,08 2700
Oynamic & Energatic 3.6 3.9 13,220 4,1 3,8 3200 4500 3937 .70 «350 3,9 3,8 1% 3380
Enhanced Presantations w!th Humor 1.8 3.4 4400 3100 4,1 3,5 650 6700 3,7 3,5 .13  ,49m 3. ST IS YLL IS T 1 1]
Teaching Style HWeld Your interest 3.7 3,7 .00 «25%" 3,9 3,7 ,23 .1p 3.6 3.5 .11 29 3736 ,06 .25
OVERALL INSTRICTOR RATING 4.04.0 .05 360 4.34,0 26" .19 3.9 3.7 ,200 ,24* 4.03,9 ,132 ,33es
th ORGAN | ZAT | ON
Instroctor txplanstions Clear 3,939 .00 ,22% 4,159 .19 .14 3,939 ,00 .00 J.9 3.9 .03 ,13ee
COUPIO l.f‘l'lllt H.’.r.‘ ‘ CNU 4.0 ‘.0 .-“ a"" ‘o' ,.' o”. .22 ,.9 ,a’ '.03 03". ’.9 ’a’ '.Ol .2‘"
“J“'l'.' Sflf.‘ ‘ ’U"“‘ ‘.0 ‘.' '.09 .02 ‘u' ‘.0 009 .27. ,09 ‘.o '." ." ‘.0 ‘.0 .007 .|0'
Uectures Facilitated Note Yeking 3.8 3.6 .18 .21%v 4.5 4,4 .08 .280 3.0 3.8 .05 .40 3,8 3,6 1988 2488
3] GROUP INTERACTION
Encouraged Class Discussions 4.1 4,209 9% 4443 08 .29% 4.04.2-.16 .15 4.1 4.2 -,09 L3200
Students Sharad |doas/Xnow!adge 4.1 4,0 ,06 ,39%" 4,5 4,2 ,23 ,37ee 4.0 4.0 00 .43 4.1 4,1 .06 400
Encoursgad Quostions & Answers 4.1 4.2-.09 ,23* 44,4 ,02 .13 4,0 4,2 -,15 2500 4,y 4,2 -,09 ,240¢
Encouraged Expression of Ideas 4.1 4. -,02 L2060 4.44,2 18 215 4.0 4.0 =02 ,39% 4.1 4.0 00 L3
v IND |1 VIDUN; RAPPURY
Friendly Towards Students 4.24.3 -1 22 4,444 02 21 4,340 .02 03580 4.3 4,3 -,09 L2500
Welcomed Seeking Help/Advice 4.1 4,3 -,16% ,0% 4.34,3 ,08 .19 4.2 4,4 -,2)00 4800 4,2 4,3 -, 1500  |gen
Interestud In Individuel Students 4.0 4.3 -, 279 2680 4.3 4.4 5,14 34" 4,0 4.3 -,33% 3388 4,0 4,3 -, 2708 S0
Accessible to Individual Students 4.0 4.1 =, 0608 S0 4,340 19 .00 4.0 4,3 =,2900 3208 4,1 4,2 =, 1000 ,|gus
vl BREADTH OF COVERAGE
Contrasted Impiicetions 4.1 3.9 .12 .35 4.24,0 ,20 .06 3.8 3.4 34" 2700 4,0 3,8 2080 350w
Gave Background of Idess/Concepts 4.1 4.0 .09 N9 4.1 40 03 .20 3.7 3,4 3500 3288 - 4.0 3.8 ,16%% ,3jen
Gave Ditferent Points of Yiaw 4.1 4.1 ,0) 14" 4,239 .32 .05 3.9 3.8 .10 16 4.1 8,0 .00% 1600
Dlscussed Current Developments 4.1 4.2 -,06 ,18% 4.34.2 ,09 .32 3.7 3.4 «26%% 3600 4,1 4,0 .06 )90

i EXAMINATIONS/GRAD I NG )
3.7 19 e

Examination Feaddack Yalusdie 3.6 3.7-.06 .18 3.9 3.8 3.8 -,04 ,04 3.7 3.7 =02 .18
!V.l Methods '.lr/Mproprlaf. !.3 4.2 '.”" .01 4,24, .05 ag, !.3 4,0 =, 21¢s A4 3.9 4,1 -, 2708 a°5
Tested Emphas|zed Course Content 3.9 4.2 -,27% 140 4,1 3,9 19 24 3.9 4.1 080 41y 3.9 4.1 -, 1300 1400

Vil ASS IGWENTS
Readings/Texts Valuable J.8
Added to Course Understanding 3.9

[} ] WORIKL QAD/D I FF ICU, TY

Course Difticulty (Easy-Hard) b)
Course Morkioed (ulIght-Nesvy) 3
Cowse Pace (Yoo Slow - Yoo Fast) 3
Hours/week Outside of Class 2

040 N

2 ) .04 . 310e =07 4
.2 ." . .2‘ 3.

=12 .21% 4,24 3 3.8 1.9
.34 3.7 .02 21" 3,93,9 -.02 ,)2%e

0
0 -.00 023'.

5 3.6 -,03 LU 3,
4 3.4 .00 .50 3,
13.0 .09 ,13* 3,
7 209 -, 2500 -3‘.. 3!

02 38

6 -, 18° c‘o'. 3.4 -,04 A8
6 =05 430

) 3.5
1 .07 .48% 3.4 3,4 ,0) 500
1 ,14% 02 3.0 3.Y .09 .10
o7 500 350 6-.,10 248 27 2,9 -, 2400 Y ALL

MEDIAN CORREUATION FOR 35 | TEMS .23 .22 %1 30

tp 8 .05 e p 4 00

.

NOTE: Two-talled statisticel tests were used In determining absolute agreemint (mesn differences that appesr under
the columas Isdbeled "DIFF™) since It was assumed that stydent retings might de elther highor or lowor than the
Instructor self evaluetions, One tallat statistical tests were usad to test relative agreemont (the
correlations uader the columns iadeled "CORR") since !t wae 8ssumed that the correlations would ell de pos!tvo,
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. K APPENDIX V]
CORMNELATIONS BETWEEN STUDENT/INSTRUCTOR/COURSE CHARAGTERISTICS AND STUDENT EVALUATIONS OF TEACHING EFFECTIVENESS (THE VALUES NOT

IN PARENTHE3E3), AND FACULTY SELF-EVALUATIONS OF THEIR OWN YEACHING (THE VALUES I¥ ™ARENTHESES), Na18D UNDEKGRADUATE COURSES.,
EVALUATION FACTORS AND OVERALL SUMMARY ITEMS

LA LI L L L ELE IR IR YR LR Y REY T Y ¥V ¥y Pyt ov:l ovcl

LEARKN ENTHU ORGAN GROUP INDIV BPUTH EXAMS ASIGN WRKLD CRSE INATR

STUDENT/COURSE/INSTRUCTOR BAGKIROUND VARIABLES

STUDENT3 RATING "STUDENT'S PRIJM SUBJEGT INTE'EST* 4 25 08 3o 16 07 1% Q2 20 34 28
(|-L°U......--...us-HXGH) ( 22’ ‘ 20) ‘.05’ ‘ 23) (.‘2) (.‘o’ ‘.‘9’ ‘.oo’ ‘ 00’ ( ‘b’ ‘ ‘5’
FAGULTY RATING "STUDENT'3 PRIOR SUBJECT INTEREST" 25 -3 13 16 14 o4 09 1" -04 25 22
(VelOW.iouveersiess5=HIGH) ( 38) ( 28) (<01) ( 08) ( 00) (=24) (<02) € 11) ¢ 03) ¢ 29} ( 12)
STUDENTS RATING PGOURSE WORKLOAD/DIFFICULTY"® 20 08 01 o4 06 18 L] 23 100 26 16
(HIGHER SCORES DENQTE MORE DIFFIGULT GCOUR3ES) (=03) (-0%) ( 03) ( 03) ( 00) ( 00) ¢ 21) ¢ 16) ( §3) ( 17} ( 09)
FAGULTY RATING "COURSE WORKLOAD/DIFFIGULTY" 06 (<H 01 -03 o4 02 05 12 53 15 08
(HIGHER SCORES DENOTE HORE DIFFICULT COURSES) (07) € 03) € 15) (=09) ( 10) («00) ( 21) ( 21) (100) ¢ 29) ¢ 10)
SYUDENTS RATING "EXPECTED COURSE GRADE"® 28 . 20 05 38 16 01 26 2H =25 2% 217
("F-.-.v---.-.-a..,"’ ( “’ "03) "07) ‘ ‘7’ "‘o’ "“) "“) ‘ 02’ ‘.‘9) ‘.0‘) ‘ 00)
FACULTY RATINA THEIR ®GRADING LENIENZY™ «0u 10 =00 0o -08 =05 =05 =02 20 =00 -10 ‘
(V-EASY/LENIENT GRADER....5-HARDJSTRICT GRADER ( 00) ( O4) ( 08) ( Vo) ( 14) ( 08) ( 32) ¢ 19) ( 28) ¢ &) ( 03)
STUDENTS =3 INDIGATING INTEREST AS REASON FOR TAK.NG GRSE" 0o 10 10 <10 10 21 03 14 18 09 0%
(AGTUAR PERCENTAGE) ' ¢ 09) ( 05) ( 12) («13) (=07) € 10) ( 10) (-08) (=12) ( 18) ( 09)
“COURJE ENROLLMENT™ -2k -04 -13 <36 =21 «0§ 22 -09 =07 =18 =20
C(AGTUAL NUMBFR OF STUDENTS ENROLLED) (=02) ( 03) ( 10) (=43) (=17) (=03) (=03) (~11) (=04) (-O4) (-09)
®PERCENT OF FRESHMEN & SOPHMORES IN CLASS" =21 11 =05 =36 -19 =05 -13 =10 =10 <17 -19
(ACTUAL PERCENTAGE) -+ (=12) («03) ( 15) (=27) ( 05) ( OH) ( 006) (=01) ( O4) (=05) ( 00)
FAGULTY »NUMBER OF TIMES HAVE TAUGHT THIS COURSE" =04 0o 10 -15 00 05 «0§ -11 00 <02 03
C(ACTUAL NUMBER OF TIMES) S0 09) L 09) (20) («19) € 15) ( Y1) (=03) ( 11) (-04} ¢ 03) ( 'T)
FACULTY "YEARS TEACHING IN HIGHER EDUCATIOK® ) =08 «04 <006 00 13 o4 -10 04 =02 -08 =01
(ACTUAL NUMBER OF YEAR3) . ( 09) (=10) ( v2) (-0u) ( 12) ( 08) ( O4) ( 17) ¢ 00) ¢ 05) ¢ 05)
FACULTY RATING THEIR OWN "POPULARITY WITH STUDENT3"® 29 17 k3 17 o9 17 17 17 01 35 38
(V-EXTREMELY UNPOPULAR,...5-EXTREMELY POPULAR) € 34) (€ 37) € 13) C 07) (-01) ( 03) (=07) ( 05) ( 02) ( 32) ( 4B)
FACULTY RATING SELF AS "TEACHER IN UNDERGRADUATE CLASSES® N 82 30 =03 00 16 16 0o 10 k) n
(1-WELL BELOW AVJ .....5-WELL AEOVE Avd) ( 30) ( &2) ( &40) (-12) ( 08) ( 04) ( 18) ( 13) («05) ¢ 25) ( 48)
FACULTY lATiNG “ENJOY TEACHING RELATIVE TO OTHER DUTIES® 25 L] 18 22 33 00 20 09 03 29 32
(1=EXTRMLY UNENJQYABLE..,S5-EXTRMLY ENJOYABLE) C24) € 39) ( 01) ¢ v0) ( 12) (=21) (=-20) ( 03) (=03) ( 15) ( 22)
FACULTY RATING " EASE OF -TEACHING THIS PARTICULAR COURSE" 07 =01 10 " 06 09 09§ 01 05 ° 03 08
(1-YERY EASY....,%VERY DIFFIQULT) . (=12) (=16) (=07) ( 17) ( 12) ( 06) ( 05) ( O4) ( 17) (=14) (=13)
FACULTY. RATING “SCHOLARLY PRODUCTION IN THEIR DISOGIPLINEY 12 02 18 OH Co 21 o4 17 1" 14 16
(1-WELL BELOW AVJ.,..5-wELL ABOVE AVS) ( 28) ( 20) ( 40) ( 09) € 1) ( 20) ( 23) ( 25) ( 10) ( 40) ( 41)
FACULTY RATINS "STUDENT EVALS ARF ACCURATE ASSESSMENT OF L} 38 28 a1 27 10 <N 16 09 : §2
TEASHING" (1-3THOMNGLY DISAGREE.....9<3THONGLY AGAFE) ( 17) ( 20) ( ON) ( 00) ( 0C) (=09) (=12) (=02) ( ON) ( Vo) ( 20)

FACULTY RATING “STUUENT EVALS POTENTIALLY USEFUL FEEDSACK a1 34 14 29 1 0% 18 08 <01 13 n
TO FACULTY" (V=STHONALY DISAGKEE.,..9-3THONGLY AGREE? ( 17) (22) ( 02) (=01) (=07) (<22) (=15) (=-12) € 07, ( V1) ( 15}

CORRELATIONS BFTWERN STUOFELT AND FAUULTY RATINGS 8 N8 2b e 1 a3 15 33 69 1 3o
OF THE 3AME EVALUATION S5CORES ’

NOTE: EACH OF THE SET OF 18 3TUDENT/COURSE/INSTRUCTOR CHARAGTERISTICS HEHE OBTAINED FRCM THE STUDENT EVALUATION SURVEY FORM,
THE FACULTY SELF-FVALUATION FORM, OR THE REGISTRAR'S LISTING OF CLASSES. EACH OF THESE VARIABLES wA3 THEN CORRELATED
WITH THE 11 EVALUATIONS OF TEACHINS EFFECTIVENKAS (9 FACTOR SCORES AND THE TwO OVERALL SUMMARY ITEMA), SEPARATE §EIS o¥
CORREFATIONS WERE COMPUTED FOR CLASS-AVERAGE STUDENT EVALUATIONS AND FACULTY SFLF-EVALUATIONS (VALUES IN PARENTHERES),

NOTF: CORRFLATION COFFFICIENTS ARE PREJFNTED WITHOUT DFCIMAL POINTS, CORRRLATIONS GREATER THAN .15 ARE STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICAM

SNOILYNTVAI 413S HOLINUISNI

123

:.\‘”

»



